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they get a signal from us we are actu-
ally serious about solving our financial 
problems. 

Unfortunately, the President not 
only has neglected his own bipartisan 
fiscal commission—the Simpson- 
Bowles commission—and fallen for the 
siren call of his political advisers to 
not offer a constructive solution but, 
rather, attack those who do, the Presi-
dent has compounded his mistake in 
this area by saying, ‘‘We don’t need a 
constitutional amendment to do our 
jobs.’’ Presumably, that refers not only 
to our balanced budget amendment but 
to an amendment offered by the Demo-
crats as an alternative to the Senate 
Republican balanced budget amend-
ment. 

The President has claimed a balanced 
budget amendment is not necessary be-
cause ‘‘the Constitution already tells 
us to do our jobs and to make sure that 
the government is living within its 
means and making responsible 
choices.’’ Who does he think he is fool-
ing? Who does he think he is kidding? 
The President does himself no credit, 
and, indeed, I think demonstrates a 
lack of commitment to dealing with 
our Nation’s problems when he says 
things such as that. He knows the expe-
rience of this Congress—whether it is 
Republican administrations or Demo-
cratic administrations—has been that 
without a balanced budget amendment 
we simply are not going to have the 
tools necessary to get the job done. 

According to one White House 
spokesman, balancing the budget is 
‘‘not complicated.’’ Well, if it is not 
complicated, why hasn’t the President 
of the United States submitted a bal-
anced budget proposal? His last one 
broke the bank, made the debt worse, 
didn’t solve the problem, and was re-
jected 97 to 0 by a bipartisan vote in 
this body. 

The same White House spokesman 
said: 

All that is needed is that we put politics 
aside, quit ducking responsibility, roll up 
our sleeves, and get to work . . . get beyond 
politics as usual. 

I have to say, what bunk is that? 
Don’t they know how little credibility 
that sort of rhetoric has when it comes 
to solving the problem? Just saying it 
does not make it so. What people are 
looking for is concrete action by the 
Congress. 

The strange thing to me was, when 
the President of the United States in-
vited the Republican conference over 
to the executive office building several 
months back, he asked for ideas around 
the table. Several of us, including me, 
told him: Mr. President, if you would 
embrace solutions to solving these 
problems, we would work with you be-
cause we are Americans first and not 
members of political parties first. We 
are Americans. We didn’t come here 
just to posture and to act like we were 
solving the problem while doing noth-
ing. We actually are willing to do it be-
cause, frankly, we are concerned. Many 
of us are beyond concerned; we are 

scared. This is no longer just for our 
children and grandchildren. This is 
about the present generation. This is 
about us, and all we need to do is look 
at what is happening in Europe, and it 
could be our problem in the foreseeable 
future. I am not just talking about dec-
ades, I am talking about years. It could 
be earlier. 

Everything we read about the sov-
ereign debt crisis in Europe and the 
history of these crises in the past is, 
once the public loses confidence in the 
ability of a sovereign nation to pay 
back its debt, then things slip away 
very quickly. We have seen that hap-
pen in Europe with the price of the 
debt on Italian bonds and Greek bonds 
going through the roof because people 
know they can’t be paid back. If people 
begin to doubt for a minute our lack of 
resolve at dealing with this fiscal crisis 
and this debt crisis, we could well be 
not just in a similar mess, we could be 
worse off because there will be no Eu-
ropean Union, there will be no IMF to 
bail out the United States of America, 
the largest economy of the world. 

Let me close for now by saying this 
is not just a matter of conjecture 
whether a balanced budget amendment 
would help and would work; 49 different 
States have some form of balanced 
budget requirement. Vermont is the 
only one that does not. Of these, 32 
States have constitutional provisions. 
Additional States require that their 
Governor actually propose a balanced 
budget or require a balanced budget in-
directly by prohibiting the State from 
carrying a deficit into the next year. 

But the point is, this is not just a 
matter of conjecture and guesswork. 
We know because we have seen at the 
State level that balanced budget re-
quirements are effective. What do they 
do? Well, we know State balanced 
budget requirements are only effective 
when combined with limitations on 
taxing and spending. States with limi-
tations on taxing and spending are less 
likely to raise taxes to balance the 
budget than States without such a lim-
itation. States with taxing and spend-
ing limitations have a slower growth of 
government than States without such 
limitations. 

In other words, States with taxing 
and spending limitations have a slower 
rate of growth and cost and size of gov-
ernment than States without them. So 
we know a balanced budget amendment 
could work. 

I hope my colleagues—as frustrated 
as I am, on a bipartisan basis, with the 
lack of leadership on this—will show 
leadership. We shouldn’t just look for 
leadership at the White House or any-
where else. We ought to look at our-
selves in the mirror and ask what can 
we do to solve this problem. I submit 
that a balanced budget amendment 
would go a long way to putting us on 
the path to fiscal responsibility. 

Now, we can’t do it overnight be-
cause we didn’t get into this mess over-
night. But just as Vice President BIDEN 
said back in 1995: 

I have concluded that there’s nothing left 
to try except the balanced budget amend-
ment. 

That is what Vice President BIDEN 
said in 1995. I agree with him. But if it 
was true then, it is even more true 
now. 

So I hope tomorrow, when we have a 
chance to vote, we will vote for a real 
solution—a real balanced budget 
amendment, S.J. Res. 10—that will 
avoid the temptation to act once again 
as if we are doing something, without 
actually delivering a solution to the 
problem, by providing a cover, a fig 
leaf that, once again, will undermine 
the public’s confidence in our commit-
ment, in our willingness, in our leader-
ship when it comes to the Nation’s 
problems. Ultimately, the American 
people will have the final say. If we 
don’t do it tomorrow, then the Amer-
ican people will have another chance to 
have an election and vote and presum-
ably choose people who will deal with 
the problem. 

Ultimately, we know—getting back 
to article V of the Constitution—if 
Congress does not propose a solution, 
to quote article V, the Congress ‘‘on 
the Application of the Legislatures of 
two-thirds of the several States, shall 
call a Convention for proposing Amend-
ments.’’ 

So the final word is not with the 
Members of Congress. Although we can 
solve the problem tomorrow if we voted 
on it and we passed it and encouraged 
our colleagues in the House to pass it, 
ultimately, there will be an inter-
vening election. But, ultimately, be-
yond that, the Constitution—which is 
the Constitution of we, the people of 
the United States—the people of the 
United States will have the final word, 
whether it be in the next election in 
2012 or by means of a constitutional 
convention called on the application of 
two-thirds of the States, of which I am 
told about 20 applications are already 
pending. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, I re-
serve the remainder of my time, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. TESTER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. TESTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak for 10 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

JOB CREATION 

Mr. TESTER. Madam President, I 
rise today to talk about jobs and poli-
tics. 

There are a lot of folks in Wash-
ington who pay lipservice to jobs and a 
lot of people that are playing politics. 
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But it sure doesn’t seem that many 
folks are interested in doing the hard 
job of creating jobs. 

Folks all over Montana have been 
asking for good-paying, liveable-wage 
jobs, the kind of jobs that can’t be 
outsourced, jobs that put folks to work 
in our forests, jobs that build the en-
ergy infrastructure this country needs. 
Right now there are two proposals that 
will do just that. 

First, I would like to talk about my 
Forest Jobs and Recreation Act. This 
bill will stabilize the wood products in-
dustry in Montana by ensuring a de-
pendable timber supply that will give 
certainty to loggers in the woods and 
workers in the mills. 

This bill will allow for the restora-
tion of 100,000 acres of national forest 
lands in Montana, reducing the chances 
of out-of-control forest fires that could 
devastate our communities, our water-
sheds, and our way of life. 

Recent data released by the Forest 
Service shows that wildfires that burn 
where the trees were thinned were less 
expensive to fight, they were easier to 
control, and did less structural damage 
to neighboring buildings. 

This bill also puts people to work by 
rolling up roads, improving our water 
quality, and protecting big game habi-
tat. It protects nearly 1 million acres 
for our children and grandchildren in 
wilderness and recreation areas. 

This is a bipartisan solution, sup-
ported by industry and conservation-
ists. It is the product of people who 
were on polar opposites of the issue 
who came together to find solutions for 
how we can manage our forests better. 
We could take a lesson from their ex-
ample. They brought those solutions to 
me to be put into law. This is a bill 
that will move the country in the right 
direction with a responsible balanced 
solution, and it will create jobs. 

But rather than getting this bill 
passed, it has become a political foot-
ball in the appropriations process. 
Some House Republicans seem to be 
more concerned with their own job 
rather than creating Montana jobs by 
passing my Forest Jobs and Recreation 
Act. That isn’t fair to Montanans who 
are anxious to get back to work, to re-
claim a life that has been disappearing 
in a rapid rate. We lost over 1,700 jobs 
in the timber industry in 2009, more 
last year, and still more this year. 

I would ask folks who are negotiating 
this final deal right now to think about 
the folks who are counting on us to set 
politics aside and do what is right for 
our country and for Montana. 

This same logic applies to the Key-
stone XL Pipeline. Right now, the 
President has the power to create jobs 
by approving this pipeline. He could 
make the decision to approve this pipe-
line in the very near future. 

Now, let me be clear. He should do it 
right. Doing it right means approving 
this pipeline while respecting private 
property rights. I support the pipeline. 
But I will never support any corpora-
tion—much less a foreign corporation— 

given the right to take away property 
from Montanans or any other Amer-
ican without a fair deal that is nego-
tiated in good faith. 

Doing it right also means ensuring 
that the highest possible safety stand-
ards are followed throughout Montana 
and rural America. I do not believe we 
should have to wait until January of 
2013 for a decision that can create 
American jobs right now. In Montana, 
we need the jobs. We need the ability 
to provide incentives to boost produc-
tion in places where it makes the most 
sense, such as the Bakken formation in 
eastern Montana. 

Now, many folks don’t know that the 
Keystone Pipeline will actually include 
an onramp in Baker, MT. That onramp 
will tap into the booming Bakken for-
mation, and it will ensure that we are 
getting the most out of American en-
ergy resources. That matters to our 
economy and it matters to our energy 
and national security. The Keystone 
XL pipeline will transport North Amer-
ican oil and will help move this coun-
try away from spending billions of dol-
lars per day in Middle Eastern coun-
tries that do not like us very much. 

At the same time, I am concerned 
about the way folks on both sides of 
this issue are handling it right now. We 
do not need to entangle this issue with 
a payroll tax in the House bill that 
would add more than $25 billion to our 
debt and that would cut Medicare bene-
fits. 

It is time to quit playing politics and 
start doing what is right, whether it is 
the Forest Jobs Act or the Keystone 
pipeline. It is time to move forward, 
working together to create jobs in this 
country. 

Instead, politicians on both sides are 
using these important items as polit-
ical footballs and that is too bad. We 
should be acting responsibly to create 
jobs with this pipeline and to put folks 
back to work in the woods with my 
bill. Instead, we are watching political 
maneuvering designed to score points 
rather than create jobs. We all know 
this is how Washington acts. The peo-
ple who lose are the hard-working 
Americans and Montanans who want to 
get back to work. They want to build 
and maintain the infrastructure that 
powers and protects America. 

I am proud to again offer my support 
for the Keystone XL pipeline and the 
jobs it will create. We need a quicker 
decision based on the merits of the 
project. After setting aside their dif-
ferences and working together to pro-
tect our forests, Montanans also de-
serve the passage of the Forest Jobs 
and Recreation Act. Instead of irre-
sponsible partisan fights, it is time 
that Congress finally takes a page from 
those who constructed the forest jobs 
bill. They set aside nearly 30 years of 
partisan bickering to find solutions 
where everyone gives a little and gains 
a lot. It is the right way to do it. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent I be permitted 
to engage in a colloquy with my col-
leagues for the remainder of the Demo-
cratic time in morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

GLOBAL WARMING 

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I 
understand that some of my colleagues 
here in the Senate and in the House as 
well do not believe global warming is 
real and they do not want to see our 
country and, in fact, other countries 
around the world take the necessary 
actions to deal with this issue. That is 
fine; everybody is entitled to their 
opinion. But it does seem to me to 
make a bit of sense that we listen to 
the leading scientists of this world, not 
only in our own country but through-
out the world, and hear what they have 
to say about global warming and the 
need to respond. 

The National Academy of Sciences in 
our country, the United States, joined 
by academies of science in the United 
Kingdom, in Italy, in Mexico, Canada, 
France, Japan, Russia, Germany, 
China, India, Brazil, South Africa, have 
said ‘‘climate change is happening even 
faster than previously estimated’’ and 
the ‘‘need for urgent action to address 
climate change is now indisputable.’’ 

They are not talking about whether 
climate change is real or not real. 
What they are saying and what sci-
entists all over the world are saying is 
that climate change is happening even 
faster than previously reported. Eight-
een scientific societies, including the 
American Geophysical Union, the 
American Chemical Society, and the 
American Association for the Advance-
ment of Science said: 

Observations throughout the world make 
it clear that climate change is occurring, 
and rigorous scientific research dem-
onstrates that the greenhouse gases emitted 
by human activities are the primary driver. 
These conclusions are based on multiple 
independent lines of evidence, and contrary 
assertions are inconsistent with an objective 
assessment of the vast body of peer-reviewed 
science. 

That comes from the American Geo-
physical Union, the American Chem-
ical Society, and the American Asso-
ciation for the Advancement of 
Science. Further, it is not just sci-
entists in our own country or through-
out the world who are talking about 
climate change, who are talking about 
the need to respond vigorously to that 
crisis, but right within our own govern-
ment, the U.S. Government, we have 
the Department of Defense saying: 

Climate change is an accelerant of insta-
bility. 

What that means is that when there 
is drought, when countries around the 
world are unable to grow the food they 
need, when there is flooding and people 
are driven off the land, and when peo-
ple migrate from one area to another, 
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